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PART I 
SUGARCANE VARIETY TEST FIELDS 
BY C. B. GOUAUX 
Cane Specialist 
INTRODUCTION 
Sugarcane variety test fields were established in the 
.sugarcane belt of the state by the Louisiana Experiment 
Station in 1924. This line of work was undertaken prim-
arily for the purpose of furnishing accurate field and 
chemical .data and practical information on sugarcane 
varieties in the different cane gro.wing localit ies, for the 
benefit of the sugar industry of the state. The first work 
consisted of introductory variety plantings on the "line-
row" basis at five places selected by the Agricultural Com-
mittee of the American Sug·ar Cane League and the 
Director of the Louisiana Experiment Station. The cope 
of the work increased rapidly and in the fall of 1926, at a 
meeting of representatives of the American Sugar Cane 
League, U. S. D. A. Office of Sugar Plants and Louisiana 
Experiment Station, a standard plan for testing sugarcane 
varieties involving the following requisites was outlined: 
three-row plots, more or less one-twentieth acre in size; va-
rieties to be planted checkerboard-fashion and replicated 4 
to 10 times; and chemical data to be based on large-scale 
big mill tests. The Experiment Station established five va-
riety fields in representative sections of the sugar belt, near 
Cinclare, Reserve, Napoleonville, Franklin and Youngsville. 
In the fall of 1928, the sixth variety field was established 
at Meeker; i.n a cane growing section with different soil 
and climatic conditions. 
The information and results of the work on sugarcane 
varieties at these established test fields have been published 
on a one-year basis as Louisiana Experiment Station bul-
letins. Bulletin No. 202, contains information on plant 
cane varieties of five test fields for the season of 1927; bul-
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letin No. 203 for 1928, contains results of the five test 
fields, consisting of five series of plant cane and five series 
of first stubble varieties; and bulletin No. 211 for the 
season of 1929, gives the results for six plant cane, five 
first stubble and three second stubble series of variety 
tests conducted at the six station test fields. The variety 
work for the 1930 season, consists of six plant cane series, 
six first stubble series and four second stubble series. 
During the 1930 harvesting season, the main work in 
connection with the above-mentioned sixteen sugarcane 
rnriety test fields at six locations, consisted of proper har-
vesting and the securing of accurate field and chemica.J 
data from all of these experimental fields. The work 
started with the handling of the four second stubble fields 
on October 21, followed by six first stubble fields, and com-
pleting the last of the six plant cane fields on December 16. 
The chemical data given for all varieties are based on re-
sults obtained from large-scale big mill tests. The complete 
tabulation of these results are presented in tables 1 to 
16 inclusive. In addition, tables Nos. 17 and 18, represent-
ing average results of field and recently released varieties, 
are given for two, three and four year periods. 
TEST FIELD PLANTINGS 
The test field variety project at the six Experiment Sta-
tion test fields during the latter part of September, October 
and early November, consisted mainly of the fall planting 
of sugarcane varieties under actual field conditions. In 
all cases the newly planted fields are on the same soil types, 
and adjoining or in close proximity to the stubble test 
fields. With the exception of Youngsville, the plantings are 
in accordance with the Experiment Station recommenda-
tion, in that they follow a previous crop of soybeans turned 
under. 
All of the test fields were measured and laid-off into 
one-twentieth acre three-row plots. The varieties were 
planted in checkerboard fashion of mostly five replications. 
The usual field planting method of two stalks and a light 
5 
lap wa.s uniformly used with all varieties. The schedule 
below gives the test fields, planting dates and varieties 
planted. 
FALL PLANTING SCHEDULE 
Test Field Date of Planting 
Cinclare .................. October 1-2, 1930 
Glenwood ................. October 3, 1930 
Reserve ... .............. . October 7, 1930 
Meeker ................... September 30, 1930 
Sterling .................. October 15-16, 1930 
Youngsville ............ .. . November 6, 1930 
Varieties: P.0.J. Nos. 36, 36 M, 213, 234; C.P. Nos. 177 
and 807; and Co. Nos. 281 and 290. 
LOCATION OF VARIETY TEST FIELDS 
CINCLAR'E TEST Flf:ELDS 
Located on the west side of the Mississippi river, Baton 
Rouge and Port Allen areas, representing Mississippi al-
luvium first bottom soils. The work is in cooperation with 
Est. Harry L. Laws, at Cinclare in West Baton Rouge 
Parish. The three fields are located on Cinclare-Addition 
Plantation about 11/2 miles west of Brusly. 
GLIDNWOOD T EST l!'IELDS 
Located on the west side of Bayou Lafourche in As-
sumption parish, on Glenwood plantation about one mile 
north of Napoleonville. The three :fields are on this planta-
tion, near residence and factory, and on Mississippi alluvi-
um first bottom soils. The work is in cooperation with 
Mr. S. C. Munson, Glenwood plantation, Napoleonville. 
RESERVE TEST F'I EJ_,D 
Located on the east side of the Mississippi river, about 
midway between Baton Rouge and New Orleans, and rep-
resenting Mississippi alluvium first bottom soils. The work 
is in cooperation with Godchaux Sugars Inc., in St. John 
Parish at Reserve. Both fields are on Reserve plantation, 
near High School and Y. & M. V. rai lroad station. 
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MEEKER TEST FIELDS 
These test fields are located in the northwestern section 
of the cane belt in Rapides parish at Meeker, and represent 
Red river alluvial soil. The work is in cooperation with 
the Meeker Sugar Refining Company at Meeker. The first 
stubble fleld is near the sugar factory on the Jefferson 
highway; while the plant cane varieties are a short distance 
away in the field across the highway. 
STERLING TEST FIELDS 
Located near Franklin in St. Mary parish, and repre-
senting the soils of Bayou Teche section. The work is in 
cooperation with Sterling Sugars, Inc., at Franklin. First 
and second stubble test fields on West Belleview plantation 
about four miles from the town of Franklin on the Irish 
Bend road via Sterling; while the plant cane field is on 
Camperdown plantation, also on Irish Bend road and near 
Oaklawn Manor. 
YOUNGSVILlLE TEST FIIDLDS 
The test fields are located in Lafayette parish, on 
Olivier silt loam soil of the western section. The three 
fields are on the F. M. Burley plantation, about ll/2 miles 
south of Youngsville. 
SEASON OF 1930 
The grinding season of 1929 extended into the middle 
and latter part of January for several factories, although 
most of them closed during the early part of the year on 
account of deteri1oration of the cane. The work on the 
1930 crop started in most cases with the handling of 
spoiled cane, which varied from cutting standing cane 
and scattering over the field, leaving it just as windrowed, 
piling in middles in heaps of 4 to 6 rows and complete re-
moval of cane from fields. The preparation of land was 
mostly performed in February, and preliminary cane culti-
vation operations started in March. In the months of April 
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and early May cultivation and fertilization were well under 
way; the season being 4 to 5 weeks later than 1929. The 
month of May was fairly favorable for cultivating the cane 
crop. The month of June, generally considered one of our 
good months for rapid cane growth in Louisiana, was quite 
unfavorable. During the early part, up to June 12, the 
nights were too cool for optimum growth; while the rest of 
the month the temperatures were high enough, b.ut rainfall 
was seriously lacking. These unfavorable conditions re-
sulted in slowing down the growth rate of the crop, and 
making it three to four weeks later than the 1929 crop at 
the same period. The drouth was more severe on the crops 
of the western and northern sections, part1cularly the lat-
ter, where it extended throughout the summer period. 
T ABL E A·l - RAIN F ALL I N INCH E S 
June July August 
T st F ie ld 
Days I Ra infa ll Daysi Rainfa ll Days Ra infa ll 
Cln cla re ... .. 0 0 10 6.02 12 5.3 0 
Glenwood ... 2 1.23 1 2 5.1 2 6 5.45 . 
Reserv ... 6 .25 11 6.13 9 7.08 
M'eek er .. . .. . l .58 4 1. 72 7 1 .5 4 
F ranklin 
... . . 4 1.41 14 5.99 15 9.43 
L a faye t te ... . 5 .36 14 9 .04 12 6.02 
I 
TABLE B-1- RAINFALL IN INCHES 
October Noven)b er December 
T es t F ield 
Days i Rainfall Days R a infall Days Ra infall 
lncJar 6 
Glenwood · · · · 5 
Reser ve : : : 1 0 
heneyv l!Je . 5 
Fra nklin 7 



















2. 0 3 
2.35 
5. 42 



















' l' AULE C· l - MIN LMlJM TEMPERAT URES 
(Degrees Fahrenh e it) 
T es t F ield \ 11-1 \ 11 -2 \ 11-20 \ 11 -21 i 11 -28 i 12-2 i 12.9 \ 12-H 
I 
II 33 lnc la re ...... '' .· 35 30 31 2i 31 33 33 Glenwood .... 35 35 33 31 33 35 38 37 
R es erve ...... . 37 38 35 
I 
3 4 36 41 39 40 
Cheneyville . ... . 29 29 29 25 35 33 33 34 
lhanklin .... 38 3 4 31 31 35 39 36 3 
La faye tte 
- . I 33 3 4 31 29 35 39 36 37 
T est Fie ld \ 12.11 \ 12-18 \ 12.20 \ 12.2 1 \ 12-2s \ 12.2 4 \ 12.21 \ 12.29 
inc\a r e ... .. .... . · \ 25 34 \ 
30 
\ 
32 25 24 29 32 
G\enwoocl ......... 28 32 35 36 27 28 29 32 
R eser v . . . . . . . . . 39 32 38 36 28 29 33 35 
Ch eneyville . . . . . .. 2G 23 28 34 26 24 30 29 
Fra nklin . . . . . . . . 29 35 3 5 37 25 '/.9 Sl 33 
L a faye tte ... . . . . 26 32 33 34 '/.S '/.7 30 32 
) I 
"1-{o te: All of the c lima tological data, except GI nwood, tak en f rom U. S. 
Depa rtment of Agricultu re Weath e r B ureau r eports. Youngsville tes t fi elds 
a re loca ted a bout 11 miles south of Lafayet te; a nd th e Meek r tes t fl elcl s , 
6 miles north of Cheney ville. 
MISCELLANEOUS NOTES ON CANE VARIETIES 
FROM PROGRESS REPORTS 
MAY 
Germination counts of plant cane varieties in the lat-
ter part of April, show that at all of the test fields P.0.J. 
234 and C. P. 807 were most advanced in germination. The 
promising new seedling cane, Co. 281, compared very fav-
orably with the field varieties, P.O.J. 36, 36M and 213. 
In the first stubble germination counts, Co. 281 com-
pared favorably or was slightly better than P.O.J. 213 at 
all test fields except Youngsville. 
In the second stubble counts P.0.J. 36 and 213 are the 
outstanding varieties. P.O.J. 234 made a comparatively 
poor showing at Cinclare, Sterling and ¥oungsville, while 
at Glenwood it compared favorable with P.0.J. 36 and 213. 
At Cinclare and Glenwood, P.O.J. 36M was the leading 
variety in number of stalks per acre. 
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JUNE 
In the plant cane counts, P.O.J. 234 was high ranking 
variety in the majority of cases; while C.P. 807 was next 
and then Co. 281. P.O.J. 36M was higher than P.O.J. 36, 
but slightly under P.0.J. 213. 
First stubble counts indicate that C. P. 807 has highest 
number of stalks per acre at all test fields except Youngs-
vil1e, where P.0.J. 213 was ahead. P.0.J. 36M was higher 
than P.O.J. 36 and Co. 281 four out of six times. P.O.J. 
234 was high.er than P.O.J. 213 at five test fields. 
The second stubble counts indicate that P.0.J. 234 has 
the lowest counts at four places. 
JULY 
The varieties on the two alluvial section test fields, Cin-
clare and Glenwood, showed more' rapid growth rates th.an 
the Red river, Teche and western sections duling the 
month of June. Growth rates at Reserve compared closely 
with Sterling. both of which were better than Meeker and 
Youngsville. 
The varieties C.P. 807 and Co. 281 were making an 
excellent showing as plant and first stubble at all of the 
test fields. Both of these canes were taller than any of 
the other varieties. From observations made during the · 
early growing periods of 1929 and 1930, C.P. 807 suckers 
early and practically all at one time; while Co. 281 suckers 
a little later and through a longer period during the early 
growing season. 
kUGUST 
The varieties of the three aluvial section test fields made 
faster growth rates than the fields of the southwestern 
and northern areas. 
In the four field varieties P.O.J. 213 made the fastest 
growth rate, with P.0.J. 234 next in order and than 
P.O.J. 36. 
The measurements for the new seedlings indicate that 
C.P. 177 and 807 were the two fastest growing varieties, 
10 
while Co. 281 was slower growing. On a whole P.0.J. 213 
grew faster than C.P. 807 and compared closely to C.P. 
177. C.P. 807 continued to be the tallest variety at the six 
test fields, both as plant and first stubble. 
At Meeker, where the drouth was most severe, the fol-
lowing varieties proved to be the most drouth-resistant: 
C.P. 807, P.O.J. 213 and 234 and C.P. 177. 
FIELD AND CHEMICAL DATA ON TEST 
FIELD VARIETIES 
In order to get a better basis for comparative study of 
these varieties of sugar cane, we have assumed that the 
canes were sold to a mill on a sucrose contract. We have 
figured values per ton and values per acre, and then de-
ducted from the value per acre a harvest and loading 
charge of $1.25 per ton, leaving a comparative balance. 
In choosing a contract we have taken one which pays 
$1.05 per cent for cane showing a normal sucrose of from 
11 % to 12 % , for each cent that 96 test sugar sells for 
on the New Orleans Market. 
(a) An increase of .7 of one cent for each full 1/ 10 % 
sucrose above 12 % . 
(b) A deduction of one cent for each .1 % sucrose be-
low 11 % and above 10%. 
(c) A deduction of an additional two cents for each 
.1 % sucrose belcw 10 % and above 9 % . 
(d) For cane showing 9% sucrose the seller shall pay 
to the. factory $1.50 per ton manufacturing 
charge m addition to the freight, which we have 
assumed to be .75, and will receive the net balance 
of the proceeds, which in our tables are derived 
by calculating the theoretical yields of sugar 
from such cane. 
Varie ty 
P. 0 . .J . 36 .. .. .. . . 
P. 0. J . 213 .... ... . 
P. 0 . .J. 23 4 . . . .. . . 
P. 0. J. 36 
P. 0 . J . 213 
P. 0. J . 23 4 
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TABLE NO. 1 
Cl nc la re Second Stubble 
Normal Juice 
Brix I Sucrose I 
14 .96 10.95 
1 5.26 11. 0 
1 5. 4 5 12 .6 1 
Valu e, Valu e, 
Ton Acre 
$3.57 $66. 94 
S.57 70.33 





77 .33 19.70 
1.62 12.60 
L ess $1.2 5 Balance Harvest 
23.44 43.50 
24.63 45. 70 
1 5 . 75 31.03 
Thi second s tubble f\ el(l was h at·vest d a bout forty days later than 
ustomary fl eld practice. This undO\tbtedly was a dvantag ous to both 
P. 0 . .J . 213 anc1 30, w hich are late r m a turing varieti es tha n P . 0. J. 234. 
Harves te<l D c mber 3, 1030. Pre vious crops harvested November 2 0-21, 
1029. a nd Novemb r 22, 19 28. Original pl11.ntlng Oc tober 13-15, 1 927. 
Varie ty 
P . 0 . .J. 36 . .. 
P. 0 . .J. 36-M (1) .. 
P . 0 . .J. 213 ....... 
P . 0. J . 23 4 ..... . . . 
P . 0 . J. 970 ..... . . . 
-
P . 0 . .J. 36 .. . ... .. . 
P . 0 . .J. 3~-M (1) ... 
P. 0. J. 2 13 . . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J . 234 . . . . . . . . 
P. 0 . J . 979 . .. .. .. . . 
TABLE NO. 2 
Glenwood Second tubble 
Brix 
1 5. 11 
1 6.0 4 
14 .7& 



















































This fl eld was harves ted ancl m illed November 1-2, 1930. Previous crops 
ha 1·v s t d D mber 1 7-1&, 192 , a nd D ec mb r 8, 1929. Original p la nting , 
October 17-19, 1 027 . P. 0 . J. 36-M was subject to early cutting for seed can 
Purposes In lfl29. 
(1) Cut early for seed In 1929. 
Variety 
P. 0. J. 36 . . . . . . . . 
P.O. J. 213 . . . ... . . . 
P. 0 . J. 234 . . . . . . . . . 
I 
P. 0. J. 36 . . . .... 
:) P. 0. J. 213 . . . . . . . . P. 0. J. 23 4 .... . . . 
12 
TABLE NO. 3 










































Harves t e d Octobe r 21, 1930. Previous c rops harvested Decembe r 1 2, 
1929, and December 81, 1928, to J anuary 1, 1929. Original planting Octobe r 
19, 1027. 
P . O. J. 86-M was harvested as seed cane !or field J) \a ntlng. 
Variety 
P. 0. J . 36 .. . ... .. 
P. 0. J . 36-M. .. .. . 
P.O. J. 213 . . . . .. ... 
P. 0. J. 234 ... ... 
P. 0. J. 36 . .... .. . . 
P. 0 . J . 36-M ....... 
P. o. J . 213 . . . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J. 234 . . .. . .. , . 
TABLE NO. 4 







































Tons p er 







2 . 7 7 
40.00 
1 .28 
Harves t ed November 17 , 1930. Previous crops h arvested November 8, 
1929, a nd December 21-22, 1928. Original planting Octobe r 25, 1927. 
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TABLE NO. 
Clnclare First Stubble 
Norma l Juice 
Vari ety Tons per I I Acre Brix Sucrose Purity 
P. 0. J. 36 .... ... . 14 .96 10. n 69.59 31.00 
P. 0 . J . 36·M (2) . . 1 5. 75 11.59 73.59 23.60 
P. 0. J . 213 ...... ' 14.45 10.63 73.56 30.00 
P. 0. J . 234 .. . . . . .. l 5. 74 12.05 76.56 25. 5 
P. 0. J. 2725 . .. . .. .. 13. 79 9.26 67.15 26.60 
c. P. 180 . . . . .. . 15.68 11.57 73. 79 16. 75 
c. P. 1"i 7 . . .. ' .... . . 14.82 10. 42 70.3 1 26.00 
c. P. 807 . . . ... . . . . 14 .52 10.55 72. 66 32.00 
Co. 281 . . . . . . . . . . . . 15.7 5 12.13 77 .02 2 .4 
Valu e, Value, Less $1.25 Balance Ton Acre Harvest 
P. 0. J . 36 . . . . . . . . $3.366 $10CH 3 .75 65.59 
P. 0 . J . 36-M (2) . . 3.57 84.25 29.50 54.75 
P . 0 . . J. 213 .. 8.434 103.02 37.50 65.52 
P. 0. J . 284 .. . .. ... 3.594 91.65 31.88 59. 77 
P . 0 . J. 2725 .. . . . .. • 2. 76~ 73.26 38. 25 40. 01 
c. P. 130 
• • ' ' ' I ' ' • • 3.57 59.80 20. 94 3 6 
c. P. 177 . ' . .. .. . .. S.366 87 .52 32 .50 55.02 
c. P . 07 . . . . .. . . . . . 3.434 109 .89 40.00 69 . 9 
Co. 281 3.5U5 102.10 35.50 66.60 
(2) Cut early for seed fn 1929. 
An accurate comparison or P. 0. J. 36-M cannot be obtained on account 
of early cutting for seed cane Jn 1929. However, this variety ranked next 
to P. 0 . J. 234 fn highest sugar per ton yield. 
Harvested December 2, 1930 . Previous crop harvested November 20 -21, 
1929. Original planting October 17, 192 . 
Variety 
P. 0. J. 36 
P. 0. J. 36-M . . . . . . 
P. o. J. 213 .. . ... . 
P. 0. J . 234 . ..... 
P. 0. J. 2725 . . ' ... . 
c. P. 177 . . . . ... . . .. . 
c. P. 807 .... . .. .. .. 
Co. 281 .. . .. . . . 
P. 0. J . 36 
P. 0. J . 36·M .. .. 
P. 0. J . 213 . 
P. 0 . J. '!34 
P. 0. J. :1.725 .. 
c. P. 177 . 
c. P. 807 ...... 
Co. 281 
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TABLE NO. G 
Glenwood Firs t Stubble 
Normal Juice 
Brix I Sucrose I 
14.40 10.2 5 
15.74 12.61 
13 .76 9.86 
16. 49 13.89 
14.60 10.43 
1 5.87 l 12.39 14.03 12.07 15.87 12.45 
Value, Value, 
Ton Acre 







3.6 9 80.70 
T ons per 
Acre 
Purity 
71.18 24. 4 
80. 11 22.70 
71.66 24 .50 
84.23 20.30 
71.44 20.65 
78 .07 12.5 3 
80.84 21.80 
78.4 5 21.90 
Less $1.25 Balance Harvest 
31.05 51 .72 
28.3 55 .91 
30.(13 46. 8 4 
25.38 56.27 
25. 1 4 3. 7 0 
15.66 30.26 
27.86 5 1.81 
27.3 53.41 
Harvested November 18·19, 1930. Previous crop harves ted D ecember 7, 
1029. The following varletles were subject to windrowing on Novemb r 24, 
1020: P. O. J . 36-M, Co. 281 , and C. P. 807. Original planting October 26, 
192 8. 
Variety 
P. u. J . I 36 ..... 
P. 0 . J. 36-M (3) . 
P. 0. J . 213 . ..... 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J . 2725 . .. . ... . 
c. P. 807 ....... . . 
Co. 2 1 . . . . .. . . . 
P. 0. J. 36 
P. 0 . J. 36-M (3) . 
P. 0. J _ :1.13 . . ..... . 
P. 0. J. 234 . ... 
P. 0. .J. 2725 ... 
c. P. 80 7 .. 
Co. 281 
TABLE NO. 7 
Reserve First Stubble 
Normal Juice 
Brix I Sucrose 
13 .55 9 .18 
13.94 9.63 
13.56 9.53 
1 5.10 11. 57 







2.958 3 .96 
2.89 53.4 7 




I Acre Purity 
67 .74 20.66 
69.08 13.17 
70.2 8 1 8.50 
76.02 l 7 .4 2 
60.64 10.80 
70 .40 32 .30 
17 . 42 
Less $1.2 5 Bala nce Harves t 
25 .83 29 .66 
16.46 ! 2 .5 0 
23 .13 80.84 
21. 7 40 .41 
13 .50 
- 4.90 
4 0.3 55. 16 
Two or the varieties, P. 0. J. 8G-M (on account or b Ing ha rvest d early 
fo1· seecl cane ) and Co. 281 (for insurttclent amount or cane for mill t st purposes), are not incll cl d ln the comparison. 
Variety 
P. 0. J . SG .• . 
. . '. P. 0 . J . 36-M . . .. . 
P. 0 . . r. 213 . . . . . 
P. 0 . • T. 234 ' ... P. 0. J . 2725 . . . . . . 
P. P7 . . . . . .. . . 
c. P. 807 . . . . . .. .. 
Co. 28 1 
. . . . '. .... 
P. 0. J . 36 
P. 0. J. 36-M. 
P. 0 . J. 214 
P . 0. J. 234 





C. P . 1 77 ... ....... . ·.1 C. P . 80 7 
Co. 28 1 ...... . .. . 
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TABLE NO. 8 
Meeker First Stubble 
Normal Juice 
Brix I Su crose 
1 3 .01 8.88 
1 3.00 9 .28 
12 .24 7 .93 
14 .17 10.93 
11.41 7.14 
1 2.97 8.39 
1 2.55 .68 
12.87 9.2 4 
Valu e, Value, 
Ton Acre 
$ 1. 688(\ $50.3 l 
2.75 -1 76 .84 
1.048 33.90 
3. 536 87 .1)8 
.6366 17. 97 
1 .285 88. 72 
1. 5 4 G9.22 
2.686 . 82.19 
Tons per 
I A re P urity 
68 .26 31.67 . 
71.3 8 27.90 
64.79 32.35 . 
7 7 .13 2 4.88 
62.58 28.23 . 
6 4.69 31.35 
09.16 44 .95 
71. 79 30.60 
Less 1. 25 Balance Harvest 
39.59 10. 72 
34.88 H.96 
40 . H -6.5 4 
31.10 56. 8 
35.29 -17.32 
39.10 -.47 
56. 1 9 13.03 
88.25 4 3.94 
On November 1 a nd 2 th er e w ere h eavy fros ts and thin Ice w ith temper-
atures low enoug h to ki ll th e bud of cane growing 1.n the Bunkie a nd Meek er 
sections. Th e cane was In a vigorous s tage of growth a nd quite immature 
When th e bud was ktlled by these ear ly November freezes. As a r esult the 
test fi eld varie t ies, as w ell as fi e ld can e, where the bud w as killed, showed 
very little Improvement in sucrose cont nt, a nd th e a n a lyses are cons istently 
low for a ll varieties a t th e tim e t ha t th ey w er e h arvested and milled . 
H a rves t d November 20, 1930. P revious crop ha rves ted Dec mber 13-H , 
l 1129. Origina l p la nting Oc tober 22, 1928. 
(3) Cut a rly fo1· seed In 1930. 
Variety 
' 
P. 0 . J . 36 ( 4) .. 
P. 0 . J . 36·M. 
P. 0. J . 213 . .. . . . 
P. 0. J . 234 . . . . ' . 
P. 0. J . 2725 . 
Co. 281 
P . 0. J. 36 ( 4) 
P. 0. J . 36-M. 
P . 0 . J . 21 3 . . . .. . .. 
l~. 0. J . 234 . ... 
P. 0. J. 2725 ' .. 
Co. 281 .. 
16 
TABLE NO. 9 







































Less $ 1. 25 


















-\7 . ~Hl 
Sll.07 
40 .ll2 
37 .1 5 
24.l 4 
38.81l 
H a rves ted Oc tober 21, 1030. Previous crop ha r ves ted D ecember 13 -15 , 
1929. Ol'iglnaJ p lanting Octobe r 29 , 102 . C. P. 807 was ha rves ted as seed 
cane for fi eld pla nting. 
( 4) Extra application of fe rtilizer by overseer. 
Variet y 
P. 0. J . 36 . . . . . . 
P. 0 . J . 36-M. . . . 
P. 0. J . 213 . .. . . 
P. 0. J . - 234 . . . . . ... 
P. 0. J . 2725 ... . . . . 
c. P. 807 . .. . . . ' . .. 
·\ Co. 281 
P. O . .T. 36 
P . 0 . ,J. 3Cl·M. 
P. 0. J . 213 . 
P. 0. J . 234 
'' · 1' ... 
P. 0. J. 2725 . 




TABLE NO. 10 
Youngsville Firs t Stubble 
Norma l Jui ce 
Brix I Sucrose I 
1 5.8 12.54 
l (l.l 12 .52 
1 5.9 12.8 1 
16 .5 13 .32 
1 5.4 12. 18 
14 .8 l l.24 
1 5 .4 I 11.89 




3.760 07 .76 
S.870 80. 18 
3.618 59.52 
3.5 7 105 .(; 7 
S.57 74. 79 
P urity 
79.37 

















2 4 . 5 
22.n 
26 .0 0 












Harves t ed November 28, 1930. Previous crop ha rves ted D e ember 20.2n. 































0. .T. 80 I . . . . 
0 . . J. 311-M. ... 
0 . J . 2 13 ... . . . . . 
0 . J. 284 . . ... . .. 
P. JHO . . . . . . . . . . 
P. 177 . ....... . .. 
P. 807 ....... . . 
28 1 ........ . . 
0. J. 3() ... 
0 . J . 36-M. ... 
0 . J . 213 ' . .. . . 
0. J. 28 4 .... . . 
P. 18 0 ... ... . ..•. 
P. 177 .... 
P. 807 ...... 
.. I 281 . . ... 
17 
'!'ABLE NO. 11 
Ci nc lare P la nt Can e 
B ri x 
14 . 4 2 







































I P uri ty 


















Hal"v st d Decembel" 2, 1930. P lantec1 0 tober 3, 1929. 
Varie ty 
0. J. 36 . ... . . 
0. J . SO·M. ... 
0. J . 21 3 . . ..... 
0. J . 28 4 ...... 
P. 180 ..... . .... 
P. 1 77 .... ...... • 
P. 07 .. .... ..... 
281 
I 0. J . 30 . . . . 
0. J . 36-M . . . . 
0. J . 213 '.' ... 
0. .T. 284 .. .. . . . 
P. 130 ........ 
P. l 77 ... .. . ... . ·I 
P. 07 .. ...... I 281 . . . . . . 
TABLE NO. 12 








































106 . 48 




























































Va ri ety 
' 
II 
P . 0. J . 36 . . . .. . . 
P. o. J. 36 ·111 . . . 
P . 0. J. 21 3. 
P . 0. J . 23 4 . . 
c. P . 17 7 
\ 
c. P . 8 07 .. . .. . . 
Co. 28 1 
I 
P . 0. J . 36 I 
P . 0 . J . 36·M. 
P. 0 . J . 213 
P. Q .. J. 234.. 
c . ];!. 1 77 
c. P . 807 .. 
Co. 281 
18 
TABLE N O. 13 
R eserve P la n t Cane 
Norm a l Juice 
Brix I Sucrose 
1 5.06 I 1 0.77 
Hi.51 1 0.97 
14 .87 11.1 4 
1 6.52 13.4 7 
13.7 0 8.99 
14 .92 11. 05 
1 6. 71 13 .51 
Va lue, Value , 
T on Acr e 
$3.5 0 2 $91.82 
3 .fi7 93.36 
3.57 101.15 
S.927 99 .75 
2.55 71 .02 
3. 57 121 .02 
3.92 7 ll 7. 14 
T ons per 
I Acre P ur ity 
71.51 26.22 
70.72 26 .15 
74 .91 28.50 
81.5 ~ 25.40 
65 .62 27.85 
74. 0 6 33.90 
80.8'1 29 .83 
L ess $1.25 Bala nce H arves t 
32.7 59.0 4 
32.69 6 0 .67 
35.63 66.12 
31 .75 68.00 
3 4.8 1 36.21 
42 .3 78.G4 
37.29 70.Br. 
':this p la nt can t es t fi eld was pla nted earlie r tha n a ny of the o the r 
Experim ent Station test fi elds. A ll of the varie ti es we re pla n ted September 
16 , except P . 0. J. 23 4, which was 11la nted Oc tober ~. 1929. The early 11lant· 
ing was occas ioned by a necessar y immedia te cha nge in the t est fi eld loca· 
tion . Harvested December 12 ·13, 193 0 . 
Va ri e ty 
P. 0 . J. 36 
P . 0 . J. 3 6-111. 
P. O. J . 21 3 
P. o.: J. 234 .. 
c. P.: 130 ........ . 
C. P.• 177 . . .. . : • .. \ 
C. P : 807 ·. 1 ·cc.~ 2s 1 
. . •.:: 
P. 0. J. I 36 . 
.. ·. ! P. 0. J . 36 ·111 .. .  
P. 0. J . 21 3 
P. o.· J. 23 4 . ... 
c. P. 13 0 
. .... ··1 c. P . 177 . . . . . . .... . 
. c. P . 80 7. ' . . . . . . . . . 
Co. 281 
TABLE NO. 14 
Meek er P lant Cane 
Norma l Juice 
Brix Sucr ose I Puri ty 
12 .53 7.89 I 62.97 13. 15 8.9 4 67.98 13.83 9. 43 68. 1 9 
14 .75 1 0.82 73.86 
11. 5 9 . 8.33 71.87 
11 .18 6 .30 56.35 
12 .68 
.25 65.0 G 
14 .08 9.59 68. 11 
Value , Va lu e, L ess $1. 25 
T on Acre H a rves t 
$ .96 I $ 16 .68 21. 71 
1 .61 20.38 1 5.83 
2.822 60.45 2H .78 
3.5 0 2 74. 10 26. 4.5 
1.4 8 . 24. 12 20.38 
.041 .86 26.2 1 
1.19 30.8 4 32 .4 0 
2.9» 43.84 18.58 
H a rves ted N ovember 25, 1930. Pla nted Oc tober 1 , 1920. 
T ons pe r 
A cre 
] 7 .37 
12.66 
2 1.4 2 
2 1.1 6 
16 .30 
2 0.9 7 
25.02 
14 .86 
Bala n ce 




- 1. 56 
2fi.26 
Varie ty 
P. 0. J. 3G .. .. .. \ 
P. 0. J. 3 G-1\L ... . 
P. o. J. 213 . . . . ... 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . .. 
c. P. 130 ..... . .. 
c. P. 177 . . . . . . .. . .. 
P . 807 . .... . . . . 
Co. 281 ... . I 
P. 0. 
I 
J. 36 . . . ... 
P. 0 . J. 36-M. ... 
P. 0. J. 213 . ' .. .. . 
P. 0. J. 234 ... . . 
P. 130 . . . . . .. . . . 
c. P. 177 . ' ..... 
c . P. 8Q7 ... .. .. . . . 
Co. 281 
19 
TABLE NO. 15 

























































Harvested Pecember 16, 1930. P lanted October 9, 1929. 
Variety 
P . 0. J. 
I 
3G .. .. . 
P. 0. J. 36-M. ... 
P. 0 . .J. 213 ... . . 
P. 0. J . 234 . . . . . . . . 
c. P. 130 . ..... ... . . 
c. P. 177 ' . . . . . . . . . 
c. P. 807 ....... .. . 
Co. 2 l . .. 
P. 0. J. 36 I 
P. 0. J . 86-M. . . . . 
P. 0. J. 213 . .... . 
P. . J . 234 . : ... • \ 
P. 130 . ........ . 
P. 17 7 ...... .. . 
c~. P2 1 01 · \ 
TABLE NO. 16 
Youngsville P lant Cane 
Normal Juice 
Brix I Sucrose I 
13.90 10 .23 
14 .50 11.10 
13.60 9.98 
15.00 11.45 
15.20 11.6 6 
13 .8 9.75 




$3.298 $72 .89 
3.57 79.00 
3.230 79.04 
3.57 77 .65 

















































21. 7 5 
13. 70 
20.00 










I Variety I 
P. 0. J. 36 . . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J. 36 . . . . . . . -
P. o. J. 36 . . . . 
P . o. J. 36 
Avernges 
-
P. 0. J . 213 . . . . -
p_ 0. J. 213 .. .. 
P. 0. J . 213 ... 
P. 0. J . 213 .. .. -
Averages .... 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . . . . 
P. 0. J. 234 .. . ... 
P. 0. J. 234 - .. . ... 
Averages . . .. I 
TABLE NO. 17 
Averages of Plant Can e Results Calculated in Pounds of Ninety-Six T est Sugar 
(Four-Year Averages, 1927-1930) 
Cinclare Glenwood Reserve Sterling 
Year 
Per Ton / Per Acre Per Ton I Per Acre Per Ton I Per Acre Per Ton I P er. Acre 
I I l 
I 
1927 129.0 4354 149.4 3816 1 3 1 .3 47 29 
! 
183.3 4560 
1928 152.5 4706 127.4 4203 111 .0 3620 170.3 5 108 
1929 113.5 4364 132.1 4391 1 5 1.2 3596 
1930 123 . 7 3711 159.0 4174 141.4 3708 179.9 4228 
. . 129. 7 4289 142.0 4146 127.9 4019 1 71.2 4373 
1 927 1 5 4.0 6097 170. 7 4227 l,"; 5 .9 585 7 202 .2 l 3837 19 28 171 , l 6056 11 5 .6 4416 134.9 4757 19 7. 4 5800 1 9 29 112. 5 47 5 7 134.6 505 1 1 5 1.6 3308 
1 930 131.6 44H 160. 7 5036 150.G 42 92 182. 5 4325 
. . H2.3 53 46 14 5. 4 4683 147 . 1 4969 1 83. 4 4318 
1927 158. 0 4266 1 81.5 3706 14 .o 4577 209.1 4262 
1 928 185.7 4G4i 131.9 3471 142.9 3834 222.1 5536 
1929 1 5 8.2 5071 164. 7 4763 202.4 476 5 
1 930 158.9 4163 195.9 4835 1 9 0.2 4831 216. 7 443 8 
. .. I 165.2 4537 168.5 4194 1 60. 4 4414 212.6 4750 
Youngsvill e 
Per T on IPe r Acre 
172.5 6721 
13 0.7 4639 
132. 7 3592 
136.9 3026 
143.2 4 5 70 
1 60 .5 5502 
11 .0 4878 
166. 1 4625 
1 33.3 3262 
144. 5 456 7 
193.9 6657 
157.8 4 09 
152.1 3947 
156.8 3 41 0 
1 65.2 470 6 
(Three-Year Averages, 1928-1 930) 
P . 0. J. 36 . . . :..·. . ... 129.9 !260 139.5 42 5 6 126 .2 I 3 6 64 167. l 4311 133.4 3852 
P . 0. J. 36l\1 ..... . ... 147.2 4607 154.8 4 34 130.9 
I 
3730 188. 3 4170 147.8 H 6 
P . 0. J. 21 3 . . . . . . .. . . 138.7 5096 137 .0 4 38 142 . 4525 l 7i .2 4478 139.l 4255 
P . 0. J. 234 . . . . . . . .... 167. 7 4627 164.2 4356 166.6 4333 213. i 4913 155.6 4055 
I 
o te : R eserve averages above for three-year period and be low for two-year period. 
(Two-Year Averages, 1929-1930) 
P. 0 . J . 21 3 122.1 4616 147 . 7 5044 I 142.8 4525 167. l 3817 149.7 3944 
Co. 2 l 138.2 5167 175. 0 5263 
I 
1 71.9 49 56 17 5.0 3666 142.2 3223 
C. P. 07 137 .2 4946 l i3.2 56 93 
TABLE NO. 18 
Resulr11 a nd Averages of First-Year Stubble Varieties Calcu lated in Pounds o Ninety-Six Test Sugar 
C'"''"'' I G"•wood Reserve Sterling Youngsville Var;ety Year 
Per Ton /Pe r Acre Per Ton / P er Acre Per Ton I Per Acre · Per Ton I Per Acre Per Ton /Per Acre 
P . 0. J. 36 19 28 143.2 2403 14i.O 2 05 14 5 .9 3602 174.5 3595 142.7 4931 
P. 0 . J . 36 1929 1 2.4 6102 171.6 5730 134.9 5101 211.6 4957 13 9.2 5243 
P. o. J . 36 1930 134.3 4163 138.6 3443 116.0 2397 175. 5 4S 61 
Averages 153. 3 4223 152.4 3993 132 .3 3700 19 3. l 4226 152.5 4 45 
P. 0. J . 213 1 9 2 159. 34 3 167 . 3792 145.5 
I 
4197 l 0 .8 3725 130.2 50liii 
P. o. J. 213 1 929 170. 6 150 174 . 65 4 HJ. 6 5563 214.2 5268 135. 7 5 70 N) 
P . 0. J . 213 1930 14 2.3 42 69 12 9. 7 317 123.6 22 7 14 5. 9 2593 1 0 .9 4 703 N) 
Averages 157.6 463 4 15i.8 451 136 .9 4016 1 0.3 386 2 148.9 5 22 5 
P. 0. J . 234 192 l J. 9 2833 1 2.3 2375 lJJ. i 32H 1 72.2 27 9 157. 7 3 700 
P. 0. J . 23 4 . . 1929 14 8. 3897 188. 4 55 20 144 . 4300 2 25 .0 4 729 217.4 5964 
P. 0. J . 23 4 1930 165.2 4213 200. 4076 159. 0 2770 152 .3 243 188 .2 3 90 
Averages 16.J.3 364 190.5 3990 15 1.8 3437 183.2 3319 1 7.8 451 
I 
( Two-Year Averages, 1929·1930) 
P. 0. J . 36 15 .4 5 133 1 55.1 ~ 5 7 12:";.5 3 74 9 1 57. 4 4 02 
P. 0 . J . 361\1 189.8 4913 l 4.1 35;7 1 66.4 498 4 
P. 0. J. 213 156.G 52 10 1 52.3 4 l 132.6 3975 l O.l 3931 15 .3 52 9 
P. 0. J . 234 . . ... - 157 .0 40 55 199.6 479 15 1.9 3535 188.7 35 9 202.S 4927 
23 
HANDMILL ANALYS ES OF VARIETIES 
CINCLARE TEST FIELDS 
Variety Brix Sucros e I Purity rop Age Date 
P.. 0. J . 36 .. 9.94 5.11 51.40 Plant. 9 / 22 
P. 0. .J. 36M 11. 3•1 !i.70 59 .0 P la nt. 9 / 22 
P. 0. 
.J. 21 3 10 . 7 4 5.70 53.17 Plant. 9 / 22 
P. 0. J. 23 4 11 .84 7 .Oi 59.71 Plant. . 9 / 22 
P . 0. J . 36 11. 7 8 7 .3 4 62.3 1 1st St. 9/22 1?. 0. .J. 36M 12 . 2 .66 !i7 .55 1st St. 9/ 22 
P. 0. J. ps 11.9 4 7.80 65.32 1st St. 9 / 22 
o. 281 11. 08 7 .83 70.GH 1st St. 9/22 c. P. 07 10.84 G.8P 63 .&G lst St. 9/22 P. 0. J. so 11.58 6.87 59.32 2nd St. 9/ 22 
P. 0. J . 36M l 2.58 .28 65.81 2nd St. 9/ 22 
P. 0. J. 213 l l.98 7. 10 59.30 2nd St.. 9 / 22 
P. 0. J . 234 13.52 0.00 66.50 2 nd St. 9 / 22 
P. 0. J . 30 11.89 6. 72 58.99 Plant. 10 / 6 P. 0 . J . 361\( 12 .66 8. 1 6 4.66 Plant. 10 / 6 
P. 0. J . 213 11.0 5 7 .40 Sl.92 Plant. 10 / 6 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . . ... . 13 .65 9.29 68.05 P lant. 10 / 6 
P . 0. J . SG 1 2.95 8.51 65. 71 1st t. 10/ 6 P. 0. J. 36M 11 .89 6.92 58.20 1st St. 10/ 6 P. 0 . J . 2 13 . . . . . . . . . 13.J.9 9. 1 7 69. 52 1st St. 10/ 6 
0. 2 1 11. 4 9 0.90 60. 3 1st St . 10/ G c. P . 807 . ... . . . . .. ' 11.86 7.4 9 (i6 . 99 1st t. 10 / 6 P. 0. .T. 36 11. 79 7 .2 4 61.41 2n d St. 10 / 6 P. 0. J . 36M: 12.59 6.71 53.211 2nd t . 10 / 6 
P. 0. J. 21 3 1 3.35 9.10 68 .16 2nd St. 1 0/ 6 
P. 0 . J . 23 4 . . 14.55 10. 2 H .23 2nd St. 1 0/ 6 
P. 0. J. 36 12.1 8 7.5 62.23 P la nt. 10/13 P . 0. J . 86 M 13. 12 8.82 67.22 P la nt. 10/13 P . 0 . J. 213 .. . . ... . . 11.82 7 .32 61.93 Plant. 1 0/13 P. 0. J . 234 . . . . . . . . . 1 3.62 9.49 69.67 Plant. 10/ 13 P. 0. J . 36 . . ... . ... 11 . 62 6.68 57.4 1st St. l 0 / 13 P. 0. J. 301\I 12.92 . 46 65.47 1st St. 10/ 13 P. 0. J . 2 13 13 .1 8 O.li2 72.23 1st St. 10 / 18 
0. 2 l 12.82 8.82 65.36 1st St. 10 / 13 
P. 0 7 1 2.22 .20 67 .10 1st t. 10/ 13 1?. 0. J. 3 0 12.12 7. 50 61. 8 2nd St. 10/ 13 P. 0. J . 213 13 .08 8.60 66.2 1 2 nd St. 10/13 P. 0. J . 234 14.22 10. 18 71.58 2 nd St. 10/ 13 
GLENWOOD TEST FIELDS 
p 0 . .J. 3UM 16.00 14 .80 87.93 l st t. ll / l P. 0. J . 213 15.83 13. 78 87.06 1st St. 11 / 1 
0 . 2 l 1 3. 0 10.0G 72.90 1st St. 11/ 1 
P. 807 14 .49 1 2.24 8 4.4 7 lst St. 11/ 1 P. 0. .T. SOM 10.2 1 9.22 70 .GU Plant. 11 / l P. 0. J . 213 13. 70 10.41 75.98 P lant. 11 / 1 Co. 281 14 .69 11. 31 77.52 Plant. 11 / l P. R. 22 1 3.06 9.22 70.60 P lant. 11 / 1 c. P. 0 7 1 2.0 l 9. 70 74.96 P lant. 11 / 1 
24 
HANDMILL ANALYSES OF VARIETIES-Continued 
MEEKER TEST FIELDS 
Variety I Brix Sucrose I Purity I Crop Age 
P. 0. J . 3fl . .. .. .. 10.24 5.19 50.70 1st St. 
P. 0. J. 213 . . . .. . .. 8.54 3.03 35.50 l st St. 
P. 0 . J. 234 . . .. ... . 12 .14 7.22 59.50 1st St. 
c. P. 177 . . . . ' ... ll.14 4. 7 5 42.60 1st St. 
c. P. 807 . . .. . . .. 9.91 4.97 50.00 lst St. 
Co. 281 . . 9.64 4.53 41 .00 1st St. 
P. 0. J. 36 . . . . . . 10.35 5. 26 50.80 l st St. 
P. 0. J. 213 .. .. 8. 15 2.27 27.80 lst St. 
P. 0. J. 234 . . . . ... . 11. 62 6.97 60.00 l s t St. 
c. P. 177 . . . . . ... .. 11.45 5.22 45 .6 0 lst St. 
c. P. 807 .. .. .. .. 10.54 5. 76 54. 70 lst St. 
Co. 281 . . . ....... 10.01 5. 15 49 . 4 0 1s t St. 
P. 0. J. 234 ... . .. 11.2 2 6.23 55.50 Plant. 
c. P. 807 ... . . .. 9.42 3.77 40.00 P lant. 
P. 0. ,J. 3r. .. . . 10. iO 6.01 56.10 lst St. 
P. 0. J. 213 .. ..... 9.90 4.39 44.30 1st St. 
P. o. J. 23 4 ...... 12.10 7 .59 62.70 l s t St. c. P. 177 .. 11 .10 5 .50 50.00 J st St. 
c. P . 807 . . ...... 9.20 4.40 48.00 lst St. 
Co. 281 . . . . . ... 9.80 5.02 51.20 lst St. 
P. 0. J. 213 . . . . . . . ' 9.0 4 4.28 47 .30 Plant. 
P. 0. J. 2:l4 .... 11.14 6.60 5 .3 0 P lant. 
c. P. 807 . . . . .. . ... o. 74 4.53 46.50 P la nt. 
P. 0. J. 36 .. .. 10.38 5.15 50.00 lst St. 
P. 0. J . 36M . . . 10.71 6.33 59. 10 1st St . 
P. 0. J. 213 . . 9.48 3.88 40.90 1st St. 
P. 0 . .r. 234 . . .. 1 2. 10 7.4 7 61.70 l st St . c. P. 17 7 . . . .. . . . 1 0.90 5.25 48.10 1st St . c. P. 807 . . 10.1 5 5.26 51.80 l st St . Co. 281 . . . . . ... 10. i 5 G.40 60.00 1st St . 
P. 0. J. 213 .. . l 0. 76 5.63 52.30 Plant. 
P. o. J. 234 . .. . . . 11. 96 7 .39 61.80 P lant. c. P. 807 . . . .... 0.56 3. 7 7 39.40 P lant. c. P. 807 . . . 14.06 9. 72 69 .13 1st St . c. P. H. 22 .... . . 13.83 9.08 65.65 Plant. c. P. 760 . .. ... ... 13. 76 8.25 69.96 Plant. Co. 290 ' ..... ... . . 14 .:i 3 8.35 6 4.35 P lant. 
I 
RESERVE TEST FIELDS 









9 / 16 
9/ 16 
9/ 10 
9 / IG 
9 / 16 . 
9 / 16 
9 / 16 








0 / 22 
9 / 22 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 
0/29 
9/29 
9 / 29 
9 / 29 




10 / 27 
10/ 27 










HAN OM ILL ANALYSES OF VARIETIES- Continued 
STERLI NG TEST FIELDS 
V:ntety Brix I Suel'ose E urity Crop Age Date 
P. 0. .J. ao lR.26 la.37 82.:i-<l 2nd t. 10/ 16 P. 0. .J. 30M 14 .5G 10. 40 71.40 2nd St. 10/ 16* 
P. 0 . .J. 213 . . . 16.30 13.59 83.00 2nd. t. 10/ 16 
P. 0. .J. 234 l 5.80 1 2.5 1 7 .80 2nd St. 10/ 16 
P. 0. .J. 36 15.56 l 2. 43 79. 80 1st St. 10 / 16 
P. 0. .J. 361\I 16.16 13.2 4 81.80 l st St. 10/ 16 
P. 0 . .J. 2 13 15.36 12.28 79.25 lst St. 10 / 16 P. 0. .J. 234 . .. 17. 66 J 5.27 86.90 lst t. 10 / 16 Co. 28 1 ..... .. .. . 15. 46 1 2.22 79.90 !st St. 10 / 16 c. P . 8 0 7 ..... .. . •.. 13.76 10.62 77.20 1st St. 10 / 16 P. 0 . .J. ar. 14.69 11.09 75 .4 9 Plant. 10/ 16 P. 0 . J. 36M 15.46 12.38 80.00 Plant. 10 / 16 
P. 0 . .J. 213 13.89 10 .17 73.21 Plant. 10/ 16 P. 0 . .J. 234 15.79 12.47 78.96 P lant. 10/ 1 6 c . P. 130 14 .69 11.09 7 5.49 Plant. l O/ l 6 
P. 1 77 .. .. . .... . 1 5.30 11 .94 7 7 .7 3 Plant. l 0/ 16 P. 807 l 2.67 .69 69. J 3 P lant. l 0 / 16 Co. 281 . . ........ . . 14 .49 11.H 76.87 P lant. 10/ 16 Co. 290 14. 9 11.H 74.8 1 Pla n t. 10/ 16 c. P. H. 22 14.06 10.52 74.82 Plant. 10 / 16 P. 0. J . 36M .. .... 17.2 4 14 .6 1 4.74 P la n t. 12/5 P. 0. J . 218 ... ' 10 .6 4 14 .09 4 .(i7 P lant. 12/;; Co. 281 18 .3 4 16 .11 7 .8 4 P lant. 12/5 Co. 290 . . . . . . . . . . 1 7 .5 4 14 .73 83.93 Plant. 12/a c. P. 807 ' .. . . . . . . . . ' 1 6.14 1 3.1 5 81.47 Plant. 12/5 Co. 290 .. ......... 17 .93 l 5. 16 84.55 Plant. 12 / 16 c. P. H. 22 ...... . .. 1 7.93 14 .94 88.32 P la n t. 12 / 16 
YOUNGSVILLE TEST FIF.LDS 
P. 0. .J. 116 .. ...... 
\ 
16 .50 13 .G l 82 .53 lst t . 11/3 P . 0. J. SOM .. ... 1 6.40 13.66 83 .33 1st St. 11/3 P. 0. J . 213 . .. ... . 13 . 70 9.82 71.07 l st St. 11/3 P . 0. J. 234 .. . . . . . .. 1 0.30 13.35 81.9 4 ! s t St. 11 /3 Co. 2 l .. ... 14 .00 10.34 73.92 !st St. 11/3 c. P. 807 . . . ' ..... 14 .40 11. 28 78 .44 ist st. 11/3 P. 0. .r. 3G . . . ... 16. 40 13.13 80.05 2nd St. 11/ 10 P. 0 . .J. SOM .. . . 17. 0 15.11 8 4.01 2nd St. 11 / 10 P . 0. .J. 2 l :l ' . . . . . . . 15.8 0 18 .07 82. 72 2nd St. 11/ 10 P. 0. J . 234 . . . . . .. 17 .00 14.27 83.92 2ncl St. 11/ 10 P. 0 . ,r. 2 1 3 . . . . . . . . . l 15.50 1 2. 40 80.00 P lant. 11 /2 4 0. 281 . .... . .. .. 16.40 11 . 71 76.05 P lant. ll /2 4 c. P. 07 . . . . . . .. . 16.60 l 2.74 82.21 P lant. 11/24 I 
*Heavily t rtlllz d . 
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PART II 
SUGARCANE VARIETY REPORT FOR SEASON 1930-31 
BY E. C. SIMON 
Sugarcane Assistant 
Louisiana Sugar Experiment Station 
On February 27, 1930, we were sent 123 new varieties 
of sugar cane from the Uni;ted States Breeding Station, 
Canal Point, Florida. These are the most promising varie-
ties that we have yet received. Many were equal in sucrose 
analysis with out standard canes, and several as plant cane 
were superior. 
A noticeable characteristic of these new varieties is 
their comparative freedom from disease, most of them be-
ings very healthy in appearance. In a few cases mosaic 
was noticed, and of course some of the minor diseases 
showed up. 
Of the older varieties, C. P. 807 and Co. 281, we now 
have enough of both to give yield figures and comparisons. 
The tables shown elsewhere in this report will give this 
data. 
The variety C.P. 807 seems to have the characteristic 
of early growth and of maturing a fair sucrose content 
comparatively early, increastng this content later on, but 
little. This variety has shown great vigor ever since it has 
been under cultivation here at the Station, and has given 
tonnages surpassing all other varieties _up until 1930-31. It 
seems to be very healthy, showing no mosaic disease, and 
comparatively little damage through minor troubles. 
Co. 281 has given very good results here on the Station 
as plant cane, first stubble, and second stubble cane, both 
in yields of cane and yields of sugar. It seems to have a 
tendency to sucker on until late in the season. Another 
characteristic seems to be that this va.riety has a sucrose 
content almost comparable with P.0.J. 234. It does not ap-
pear to be as early maturing as P.0.J. 234, but matures 
27 
28 
later in the season, maturing rapidly when it once starts. 
This can be noticed on examination of tables showing the 
comparative maturing of the different varieties. The erect 
mode of growth of this variety should make it a desirable 
type of cane for some sections of Louisiana, in particular 
those sections to which the D-74 seemed to be the most 
adapted and planted before the advent of the P.0.J. varie-
ties. This variety has shown a small amount of mosaic 
disease. 
The variety Co. 290, which as yet has not been tested 
under conditions throughout the state, and of which we 
necessarily know little except the observations here at the 
station, has shown itself to be the most vig,orous cane at 
present grown on the Experiment Station. In tonnage per 
acre, last season, it ranked well ahead of C.P. 807, both 
as plant cane and as stubble cane. In sucrose content, it 
ranked witth P.O.J. 213. 
The varieties Co. 290 and C.P. 807 were both up to 
a stand and could have been fertilized the last week in 
March, whereas our standard varieties did not reach that 
condition until April 29. 
The variety Co. 290 has characteristics very desirable 
for Louisiana conditions. It completely shades the rows 
early in the season, a characteristic which should make it 
a: desirable type for those conditions of Louisiana where 
the old Louisiana Purple was previously grown in prefer-
ence to D-74. In addition, the stalks are of a nice diameter, 
and the shucks do not cling closely to the stalks but are 
easily shucked off. · 
Comparative tonnages and analyses of the standard 
varieties compared with the newly released varieties, C.P. 
807 and Co. 281, are given elsewhere in this report. Com-
parative analysis of Co. 290 and P.0.J. 213 stubbles are 
also given, also comparative analyses of Co. 290 and plant 
cane of the standard varieties. 
The analyses and brief descriptions of the best varieties 
of the C.P. 28 series which we have carried over in our 
increase plots, are given in Table 11. 
Date 
10/ 2 / 29 
10 /2 4/29 
1 2 / 3/29 
1 2/ 9 / 29 
1 2 / 12/29 
1 2/ 14 /29 
12/10/ 2 9 
1 2 / 20 / 29 
12/2 7 / 2 9 
1 / 3/30 
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T ABL E NO. l 
COMPARISON OF PLANT C ANE-1929 
P. 0. J. 21.3 
Brix I S u c r·ose I P urity Ex t ract 
I 1 2.5 1 I 8.58 6 8.58 . . . . 
14 .63 11.23 76.76 . .. . 
H .8 0 11 .1 7 78. 11 
l 3.52 * 1 0. H 77 .22 
1 2.9 3 9.9 7 7 7.1 0 53.17 
1 2.2.q 9. 4 9 77 .69 55.70 
12.86 10.08 78. 44 52.80 
1 2. 4 4 i. 9 4 0:1.82 4 6.1 5 
11.40 7.4 7 6 5.52 
T oo acid to a n a lyze ; o ver . 
Acidi ty 
.. . .. 
.. . . . . 
. . 
..... 
. .. .. 
.... 
. . . .. 
3.0 cc. 
2. 7 cc. 
7.0 cc. 
•Rainfa ll o n D ecembe r· 7 a nd 8 r espon s ible fo r var iat io n in analyses. 
P . 0. J . .36 M 
10/ 2/29 14.25 10 .52 73. 2 ' ... .. . ... 
1 0/ 24 / 29 1 5.02 11. 54 76 .83 . .. . .. .... 
12 / 3/29 14.7 0 10.93 H .35 .. . . . 
1 2/ 0/29 H .73 1 1. 0 3 7 4.88 . ... .. 
1 2/ 1 2 / 29 13. 4 5 9.81 72.93 57.60 ... .. . 
1 2 / 14 /29 I 1
2.93 0.26 71. 0 1 56. 40 
12/ Hl /29 18. 1 2 9.37 71. 41 50.00 
12/ 20 / 29 1 6. 0 2 12.85 82.22 4 7. 14 2.0 cc. 
1 2/ 27/29 14 .9 0 11.51 77 .25 2.5 cc. 
" l / 3/3 0 1 oo ac id to a n a lyze ; over -1.0 cc. 
P . 0 . J . 2.34 
10/ 2/2 9 1 3. 0 0 9.01 6 9. 80 ..... . 
l 0 / 2 4 / 29 15. 72 1 2. 4 6 79. 2 7 .. . . .. . . . 
1 2 / 8/29 16.8 0 14 .38 85 .50 . . ..... . 
1 2/ 9/29 14 .00 11.44 78 .86 . . . . .. .... 
1 2/ 1 2 / 29 14.4 0 11.66 80.97 47.l ... . .. 
1 2 / 14 /29 1 3.2 I 1 0.59 79. 74 50.0 ... ... 1 2 / 16/29 12 .3 0 9. 15 74 .39 5 4.2 .. 1 2/ 2 0 / 29 13.70 l 0.0 7 79 .65 60. 0 2. 4 cc. 1 2 / 2 7/29 14 .20 10.50 73.0 4 3.0 cc. 
l / 3 / .lO 'T oo ac id t o a n a ly z e; ove r 7.0 cc. 
Co. 281 
10/ 2/29 1 2.86 8. 77 68.24 .... . . . ... 
10 / 2 4 / 29 1 5.88 1 2. 0 8 76.07 .. . , ... . . 
1 2/ 3/29 14 .56 10.81 74 . 2 4 . . . . ...... 
12 / 9/29 13.92 9.86 70.83 ...... 
1 2 / 1 2/ 29 H .10 1 0. 79 76.52 63.90 ..... . 
1 2/14/29 1 2. 0 0.6 4 75. 3 1 54 .30 ...... 
1 2/ l G/29 13 .3 9 10.35 77 .29 55. 70 .. 
1 2 / 20 / 29 14 .3.; 1 1. 11 77 .4 2 48 .21 3.3 cc. 
12 / 27/29 13. 70 J 0.32 75.32 3.6 cc. 
1/ :l/80 'J'oo ac id to a n a lyze; ove r . . 7.0 cc. 
. 
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COMPARISON OF PLAN'l' CANE-1920-(Continued.) 





12/ 9 / 29 
12/ 12/29 
12/14 /2 9 
12/1 6/29 
12 /2 0/29 
1 2/ 27/29 
1/ 3/30 
I· Brix Sucrose I Purity I Extra t 
11.71 8 .0 69.00 . . . . 
13.53 9.66 71.39 .... 
13.91 10. 76 77 .3 5 . .. . 
13.84 10. 97 79.26 . . . . 
13.57 10.4 7 77. 15 55.90 
13. 18 10. 37 7 .H7 51.90 
13.24 9.95 
I 75.16 48.40 12.5 4 9.27 73.92 43.93 11.6 0 .16 70.34 ... 
'l'oo acid to a n a lyze; over . . . . . .. .. . 
;rA.BLE NO. 2 
COMPARISON OF STUBBLE ANE-1929 
I Acid ity 
. . .. . . 
~ . . . . . 
...... 
...... 
.... . . 
... 




P. O. J . 2.34 P.O. J. 36 M 
Date I Brix I Sucrose I Purity 
IO / 3/29 
10 / 10/29 
11/ 19 / 29 
10 / 8/29 
10/17 / 29 
ll / 4/29 
11 / 20/29 
10/ 2 / 2fl ! 
10/ 10/2!) 
10 /24/29 































77 .2 0 
76.65 






10/2 1 / 29 
11 / 25/29 
10 / 3/20 
11 / 7/29 
11 / 19/ 29 
























TABLE ro. 3 
COMPARISON OF PLANT AND STUBBLE CANE-1930 
PLANT CANE 
P . 0 . J . 213 P . o. J . .36 M 
Date I Brix S u · I P ur· j Ex- Date I .· I Su - j Pur- j Ex-c rose ity _trac t Bi ix c r ose ity trac t 
I 
10/ 3/3 0 11.00 5.62 51. 09 10/ 3/3 0 11. 401 6.25 54.82 .. .. 
10/ 7/3 0 11.80 6.84 57.96 64.00 10/ 7/30 10.80 5. i5 63.2 4 63. 15 
11 / 13/30 12.90 8.8 5 68.60 71.00 11 / 13/30 13. 70 ) 8.97 65.47 66.66 
ll / 26/3 0 14.6 0 10. 73 73.4 9 70.00 11 / 26 /3 0 14.40 10.03 69.65 70.00 
P . 0 . J . 36 P . 0 . J . 2 3"> 
10 / 3/3 0 l0.00 4.74 4 7 .40 10/ 3/30 12.90 7 .6 4 59.22 .... 
11 / 13/90 13. 0 9.31 67 .4 6 67 .57 10/ 7/30 11.90 6.60 55.45 59.37 
11 / 26/30 13. 7 0 9.08 66.27 70.9 6 11 / 13/ 30 1 5. 45 11.66 75. 46 71.42 
11 / 26/30 15.80 H .25 77 .53 70.90 
S T UBBLE CANE 
-
P . o. J . 213 P . 0 . J . .36 
D a t e I Brix Su- j P ut'- I Ex- D ate I B .1 I Su-1 P ur-1 Ex-c r ose lty tract 1 x crose ity tract 
J 0/ 3/30 10. 50 5. l 8 49.33 10/ 3/30 11 .00 6.30 57.27 ... . 
11 / 1.~ /3 0 14 .25 10.26 71.92 70. 58 11 / 13 / 30 14 .25 9. 59 67 .2 9 69.0 1 
11 /2 4/30 14.30 10.4 8 73.28 72.22 11 / 24/30 15.5 0 11. 63 75. 03 66 .66 
P . 0 . J . .36 M P . 0. J . 2.34 
10/ 3/30 12.20 7.52 61.63 . . 10 / 3/30 14 .10 10 .22 72 .48 .. .. 
11 / 13/ 30 1 5. 00 11.05 73 .66 67 .92 11 / 13 / 30 16 .20 12 .96 80.00 70.49 
11/ 24 /3 0 15. 40 11 .09 72.01 71.0 1 11 /2 4/3 0 1 5.30 11.73 76.66 67.64 
Co. 281 C . P . 807 
10/ 3/30 9.90 4.8 7 49 .19 . . . . 10 / 3/30 11. 50 6.94 60.8 4 .... 
11 / 13 / 30 14.25 9.86 69.19 75.00 11/ 13/30 14 .30 10.60 74.12 70.37 
11 / 24 /30 1 6.00 1 2.10 75.62 68.49 11 / 24/3 0 15. 20 11 .19 73.61 65.11 
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TABLE NO. 4 
COMPARISON OF PLAN'f CANE-BLACK LAND-1930 
P . 0 . J . 36 M 
Date I Brix I Sucrose P urity Extract Acidity 
10 / 21/3 0 12.20 6.87 56.3 1 . . . . . . ... 
11 / 21 /3 0 14.60 10.43 71.43 . . . . . 
12/ 2 /3 0 14.70 10.11 68.77 68.08 N. 
12 / 10/30 14 .50 9.86 68.00 69.76 2.3 
12 / 17 /3 0 14.65 10.0 6 68.66 68 .0 8 1.9 
12 /3 1/3 0 1 3.50 8.65 64.07 65.51 2.3 
1 / 7/31 14 .1.5 10.20 72.08 i\9.09 2 .4 
1 / 14 /3 1 13.95 9.80 .70.2 5 59.09 2.8 
P . 0 . J . 213 
10/21/30 12.8 0 ! 7.96 62.18 . . . . ...... 11 / 21/30 14.40 10.50 72.9 1 ... ... 
12/ 2 / 30 13.80 9.67 69.34 71.11 N. 
12/ 10/30 14. 30 10.08 70.48 69.30 2. 4 
12 / 17/30 13.95 9.99 71. 61 67 .9 2 2.1 
12 / 3 1/30 13. 40 9.16 68.35 63.0 4 2. 7 
l ( 7/31 
\ 
12. 0 8.36 65.31 60.97 3.8 
1 / 14 (3 1 13.0 5 8 .70 I 66.66 6 4.4 4 4.1 
P. 0 . J . 234 
10 /21/30 I 13. 7 5 9.05 65.81 .. .. . . . . .. 11/ 21/30 14.85 11.2 2 75.55 ..... . 12 / 2(3 0 15.40 11.76 76 .36 68.62 N. 
12 ( 10/30 15.20 11.14 73.28 7 0.83 2.4 
12 ( 17/30 14 .80 11.05 74.66 66.66 2 .7 
12/ 31 /3 0 1 3.6 0 9.54 70 .1 5 65.30 2 .7 
1 / 7/3 1 13.00 8.00 61. 53 66 .66 4.6 
1 / 14/31 1 2.35 7.50 60.72 65.62 4. 7 
I 
Co. 29 0 
10 / 23 / 30 10.95 5. 70 52.05 ... . ..... 
11/ 19/30 13.35 8. 1 8 61. 27 
. . . ... 12 ( 2/30 14.00 9.10 65.00 72. 5 ... 12 /3 1 /3 0 13 .30 7.61 57 .22 66.66 3.3 
1 / 7/3 1 13.00 7.53 57 .92 66.66 4.2 
1 / 14/31 13.1 5 7.70 58.65 63. 1 5 4. 7 
Date 
11 / 18 / 30 
12/13/30 
11 / 18/30 
12/ 13/30 
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'rABLE NO. f> 
COMPARISON OF PLANT CANE-1930 
P . O. J . .36 M P . O. J . 21.3 
/ Su· / Pur- / Ex· Brix crose tty trac t Date I . I Su· I Pur· • Brix c rose ity 
13.501 7.46 1 55.25171.11 11 / 1 /30 1 13. 15 1 8.11 61.671 13.90 8.63 62 .08 71.73 12 /13/30 14 .SO 9.94 68.8 1 
I 
C. P ., 807 Co. 281 
13.251 8.61 64.981 fi9. 76 11 / 1 8/ 30 13.05 7.93 60. 76 
14.001 9.29 66.35 67 .44 12/ 13 / 30 13.70 8.85 64 .59 







COMPARISON OF STUBBLE CANE OF CO. 290 AND P.O.J. 218-1930 
P . O. J. 21.3 Co. 290 
10 / 3 /3 0 10. 501 il. 18 49.33 . . 10 / 3/30 9 . 9~\ 4.44 44 .8 4 . ... 
ll /23 / 30 14.30 10.4 8 73.28 72.22* 11 / 19 /3 0 1 5.10 10.65 70.52 70.8s• 
I 
*Topped back 4 jo ints. 
TABLE NO. 7 
COMPARISON OF CO. 28 1 SECOND STUBBLE AND P.O.J. 86 M 
SECOND STUBBLE 
Co. 281 P. 0 . J . .36 M 
10/ 3/30 I. 12.10 7.27 60.08 . . . 10/ 3/ 30 12 .10 7 .4 2 61.32 .. .. 
10/ 7/ 30 1 12. 50 8.12 64.96 ... 10 / 7/30 13.20 9.14 69.24 61. 76 
ll / 18 / 80 15.85 11.98 75.58 69.56 11 / 18/30 15.80 11.89 75.25 70.68 
Date Var iety I Brix Analyzed 
12/ 3/29 C. P. 07 13.9 1 
11 / 20 /29 Co.- 281 13. 95 
12 / 3/29 P.O.J. 213 14.61 
12/ 9/29 234 14. 60 
12 / 3/29 36 M 14.70 
11/ 24/30 c. P. 01 I 15.20 
Co. 2 1 I 16.00 
P.O.J. 36 15.50 
. 36 l\f 16.90 
23 4 H.30 
36 l\:[ 15.40 
213 14.30 
979 I 5.00 
c. P. 177 14.10 
P.O.J. 2725 14 .00 
s. c. 12/ 4 14. 0 
*Two single rows of cane plant d in 
11/26/3 0 P.O.J. 234 15. 0 
213 14.60 
36 l\:[ 14.40 
36 13. 70 
I 
TABIE No. 8 
COMPARISON OF PLANT CANE-1929 
Sucrose I Purity I Tons I Value Acre Ton 
' 
10.76 77.35 41 . 54 3 .502 
10.12 72.54 30.6 ;; 3.264 
11.03 75.49 27.190 3.57 
11.44 78.36 24.662 3.57 
J0 .93 74 . 3ii 26.256 3.536 
TABLE 'o. 9 
COMPARISON OF STUBBLE CANE-1930 
11.19 73.61 4 5.15 3 .57 
12.10 75.62 33.63 3.594 
11.63 75 .03 32.06 3.57 
11.64 73.20 2 7. 73 3.57 
11. 73 76.66 26.2 3.57 
11.09 72.01 26.94 3.57 
10.4 73.2 2 7.57 3.40 
10.01 66.73 27. 4 3.23 
9.22 65.39 30.34 2.6 G 
9.22 66.85 27.37 2.686 
10.33 69.79 21.91 3.332 
1929, about 8 in h es apart. 
'rABLE 0. JO 
COMPARISON OF PLAN'!.' CANE-1930 
12.25 77.53 27.0l 3.641 
10. 73 73.49 30.74 3.468 
10.03 69.05 27.36 3.230 
0 .0 66.27 29.45 2.618 
I Value I Less $1.251 Balance Acre Harvest 
I 
' 94.25 14 6.5 i 52.32 
10 0.16 38.3 6 6 1. 80 
97.07 33.99 63.08 
8 .04 30.83 57.2 1 
92. 4 32.82 G0 .02 
161.19 56.44 104.75 
120. 7 42.04 7 .83 c.= 
11.4 .46 40.08 74 .37 ' ii::.. 
98 .99 34.66 64.33 
93.82 32. 5 . 60 .97 
96.1 33.6 62.50 
93.74 34.46 59.2 
89.92 34 .80 55. 12 
1.4 9 37.93 43.56 
73.52 34.21 39.31 
73.00 27.39 45.61 
9 .3 4 33.76 6 4. 5 
106.61 3 .43 6 .1 
.37 34 .20 54.li 
7 i.10 36. 1 40.20 
TABLE No. 11 
c. P. CANES. SERIES 28-VARIETIES 
I Date Sucro'3e I I Weight I I Stooling Variety Ana lyzed Brix Purity Stalk Stand Diseases a nd Insects Pounds 
2 8- 7 10/ 17/30 12.85 7.93 6 1.71 
11 /2 1 /3 0 15.30 11.H 72. 1 1. 35 Poo r Small Slight rust 
28-8 10 / 17 /30 11.85 6.32 53.33 
11 /2 1 / 30 1 5.30 10.3 1 67 .38 1.7 0 Fair Small Slight rust, and also s light amount of mos aic 
28- 9 10/ 17 /3 0 11.05 6.20 56.1 0 
11 / 21 /3 0 14 .80 11.00 74.32 1. 83 Fair Small A f ew r e d midribs were n oticeable on this v a rie ty 
28-11 10/17/ 30 13 . 0 8.50 61.59 
11/ 21 / 30 1 6 .60 12. 0 1 72.34 1.27 G ood Medium 
28-14 10/ 17/30 10.85 5.50 50. 69 
11 / 21 / 30 14.95 10.71 71.63 .so Poor Sma ll Slight a m o unt of mosa ic disease 
28-19 10 / 17 / 3 0 12. 6 0 7. 5 6 60.00 
11 / 21 /30 17.10 13.10 76.60 1 .78 Poor Sma ll 
2 -20 10/ 17 / 30 12. 15 IL53 53. 74 co 11/ 21 / 30 15.80 11. 58 73.29 1.10 Poor Medium 
°' 
2 -24 10 / 17 /30 11.25 6. 0 54.04 
11 /2 1 / 30 14.90 11.13 74. 69 1.4 3 Poor Small Slight rust 
28-26 10/ 17 / 30 13 .50 9. 1 0 67. 4 0 
11 / 21 /30 1 6.20 1 2.4 2 7 6.66 2.05 F a ir Medium Slight rust 
28-30 10 / 17 / 30 11. 30 6.55 49.11 
11/ 21 / 30 14.9 0 10.38 69 .66 1.55 F a ir Medium 
-32 1 0/2 0 / 30 11. GO 0.48 5.3 . (; 
11 / 2 1 / 30 14.90 10. 3 3 69.32 1. 33 Fair Sma ll Conside r a ble rust, s light amount pokkah-bong 
2 -33 1 0/21 /3 0 ] 2.00 7.02 58.50 
11 / 21 / 30 15.90 1 1.IH 72 .. )7 2.GG Poor 'ma ll Con s ide r a ble ru s t , conside rable pokkah-bong 
28-40 10 / 20/ 30 11. 5 0 6.38 55.4 7 
11 / 21 / 30 1 u.4 o 10. 75 69. 0 1. 55 Poor Small Slight rust 
2 --43 10 / 21/30 11.00 5.7 5 52.27 
11 / 20/ 30 15.3 0 11.37 74.31 1. 55 Poor Small S lig h t rust 
2 -51 10 /2 1 / 30 11.50 O.H 56 .0 0 
11 /2 1 /30 1 5.60 11.0 1 74.42 1. 20 Fair M di um l igh t rust 
2 -54 10/2 1/ 30 11 .95 7.li2 02.92 
11 / 20 /3 0 lG.40 11. 5 4 74 .93 2.25 Good M e dium 
2 3-5.j 10 / 2 1/30 11.50 6. 2 2 5 4. 0 















2 - 4 
2 - 9 
2 -93 
2 -97 
D a te 
Analyzed 
10/ 21 /3 0 
11 /20/3 0 
1 0/ 21/ 3 0 
11/ 21 / 30 
10 / 2 1/ 30 
11 / 2 0 / 3 0 
10/21 / 30 
11 / 20/30 
1 0/20/ 30 
11/ 20/30 
10 / 2 1/ 30 
11 / 20/30 
10/2 1/ 30 
11 / 20 / 30 
10 / 21/30 
11 / 21 / 30 
10 / 21 / 30 
11 / 21/30 
10/ 21/30 
11 / 21 /3 0 
10/ 2 1/30 
11/ 2 1 /30 
10 / 2 1/ 30 
11 / 2 1/30 
10/ 2 1/30 
11/ 21 / 30 
10/ 2 1/30 
11 / 2 1/30 
11 / 20/ 30 
10/ 21/30 
11 / 20/30 
10 /2 0/ 30 




























1 2. 15 
15.20 







TA:BLE NO. 11-Continued . 
C. P. CANES, SERIES 28-VARIETIES 


































6 0 .62 
7 0.5 2 
62 .4 5 
71. 68 
5 4. 6 4 
68.8 3 
























72 .0 6 
60.00 
69. 2 9 
2. 20 Good i\feclium 
Fairly 
1. 46 good Small 
Fairly 
1. 72 g ood Small 
Fairly 
2. 15 g ood Small 
1. 86 Good Medium 
1.1 0 P oor Medium 
Fairly 
2. 0 0 g ood Medium Slig ht a mount of pokkah-bong 
1.90 Fair Small S lig ht a m ount of pokka h -bong 
F a irly 
1 .95 good Small 
Fairly 
1. 0 g ood Sma ll 
1. 80 F a ir Small 
1. 6 4 Poor Small 
1. 7 0 Poor Small _ 
1. 6 0 Fair Small 
1. 6 0 F a ir Small Con s idera ble pokka h -b ong 
Fairly 
1. 70 g ood Medium Slight a mount of pokka h-bong 
1.60 Fair Medium Slight a mount of p okkah-bong 
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